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PER CURI AM

Garland Edward Pittman seeks to appeal the district court’s
order denying relief on his petition filed under 28 U S.C A § 2254
(West 1994 & Supp. 2001). We have reviewed the record and the
district court’s opinion and find no reversible error. As to
Pittman’s challenge to the district court’s denial of his claim
that his guilty plea was not know ng and voluntary, we dism ss on

the reasoning of the district court. Pittman v. Lee, No. CA-99-

246-1-MJ (WD.N.C. filed Mar. 26, 2001; entered Mar. 27, 2001).
Pittman filed a notion to supplenment his informal brief to raise an
additional claim nanmely that the district court erred by failing
to hol d an evidentiary hearing. Al though we grant Pittman’s noti on,
we find that the district court did not err by failing to hold an
evidentiary hearing. Pittman’s remaining clains are di sm ssed be-
cause a knowi ng and voluntary qguilty plea waives all antecedent

non-jurisdictional defects. Tollett v. Henderson, 411 U S. 258,

267 (1973). Accordingly, we deny |leave to proceed in forma pau-
peris, we deny a certificate of appealability and dismss the
appeal . We dispense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

court and argunent would not aid the decisional process.
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